social benefits of cities," he wrote in his essay "Culture" in 1844. Nathaniel Hawthorne allowed his protagonist in The Blithedale Romance (1852) to take time off from the rigors of a country commune for the intellectual refreshment of Boston. E. L. Godkin and other political reformers in The Nation looked to cities for "the highest activity of the people" and "the real national life." Revisiting New York, Walt Whitman wrote about the "oceanic amplitude and rush" of great cities, the "electric crowds . . . all this mighty, many-threaded wealth and industry concentrated here" and complained that few Americans of genius had paid adequate attention to great communities like Philadelphia, New Orleans, and St. Louis. 3 What these writers were beginning to identify were two big questions that have continued to drive much of the enterprise of urban analysis and scholarship. First comes the most basic question of industrial urbanization: "Why and how have all of these people come together in large cities?" A close second is the question of civic order: "How have the members of these aggregations managed to coalesce, interact, and function as civic entities [or metropolitan communities, to use twentieth century language]?" Efforts to answer these two questions have been central to the urban history enterprise through four earlier "generations" of history writing. At the end of the twentieth century they continue to animate urban history and related scholarship, and to relate the urban history enterprise to the challenge of citizenship. 4 
The First Generation: 1840-75
My jump-off point is the invention of urban history in the 1840s, 1850s, and 1860s.
We've already seen that a number of Americans in these decades were beginning to explore what we might now call the social science questions of urbanization. In the same years, a disparate group of local journalists, census takers, and professional men with time on their hands hit upon a surprisingly "modern" way to write about the history of their cities. They drew questions and approaches from a variety of existing genres that included pioneer annals and chronicles, city directories, and urban profiles in the style of Daniel Drake and James Mease.
5 Merging and building on these elements, they produced what we might call histories of the urban past, present, and future.
At least a score of books belong to this new genre of American city history. Cist, Roberts, and the other didn't tell everything about their cities, nor ask all of the possible questions. In trying to explain how Americans were making points on the map into places, however, they did take on our two central questions: the process by which a city had appeared and grown in this particular place, and the processes by which the residents of that place were constructing community institutions.
The Second Generation: 1875-1930
We reach more familiar territory with the weighty "bookend histories" of the gilded age and progressive era. A cohort of specialized history publishers combined forces with local historians to give new and compendious histories to nearly every important city between 1875 and 1925. Large cities were likely candidates for two or even three write-ups over the half-century. If the first generation of urban history provided tools for the civic leadership, this second generation erected monuments to the same elite.
The national centennial was one motivation for this surge of systematic urban history.
A Congressional resolution encouraged the gathering and publication of local history. A committee that met during the Philadelphia exposition devised a standard format and distributed it widely. 10 More basic were the improvement of communication and organizational capacity with the maturing of the railroad system and private corporate organization. Many of the first generation histories had been one-person shows. The second generation include both one-person/one-volume productions and an increasing number of team projects. Several publishing firms that started with county atlases and simple biographical compendia moved on to the more complex task of city histories. Alfred T.
Andreas, for example, published dozens of county atlases but is best remembered for his History of Chicago (1884). Other prominent publishers included J. H. Beers, O. L. Baskin, S. H. Everts, and S. J. Clarke.
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Authors were frequently amateurs from the ranks of the literate professions: lawyers, clergymen, journalists, physicians. These men were the social peers but economic servants of local commercial-industrial growth coalitions. A few, such as J. Thomas Scharf, wrote on several cities, matching the professionalization of the publishers. Most of the authors were content to describe their own communities. In so doing they were usually assiduous in interviewing older residents and energetic in searching public records and newspapers for the data of urban development. Virtually every later historian of American cities has mined their information about the city-building process.
The typical history reviewed the pioneer years, described early booms, detailed the expansion of intercity transportation, discussed the emerging city rail system and neighborhood patterns, described public improvements, and noted the appearance of "citywide" social and cultural institutions. As Richard Wade and Howard Chudacoff have noted, one of the common interpretive themes was "progress in the world at large" and the interaction between urban and national development. The second master theme was "the growth of public spirit" in the creation of public and community institutions. Taken together, these are precisely the same topics that had stirred the previous generation. historians took over the practice of city history from the amateurs and journalists of the second generation and revitalized the city history. Their well-known product was a formidable set of urban "biographies" researched and published over the next three decades.
Bayrd Still, Blake McKelvey, Bessie Pierce, Constance Green, and other professional historians developed detailed portraits of urban communities as complex entities assembled from disparate parts. 13 They worked in the shadow and tradition of Chicago social science and they felt the national urge to define a common identity that was so strong in the 1930s and 1940s.
Again, we are often too quick to connect "old fashioned" and "urban biography" in a single phrase without understanding that the books represented a wave of self-consciously "new urban history." They were undertaken by younger scholars who began their work in the 1930s and published their findings in the late 1930s, 1940s, and 1950s. In part responding to Arthur M. Schlesinger's call to place cities at the center of national history, these young scholars also wanted to portray the integrated functioning of large communities.
Blake McKelvey later recalled his goal in writing the history of Rochester as "trying to recreate the experiences of that community, growing into a modern city." Village. 16 We can also understand this third generation of urban history in relation to the cognate and contemporary social science genre of the community study, which aimed for a comprehensive depiction of a carefully circumscribed settlement as a social and cultural system. As practiced by sociologists between 1920 and 1950, the heart of the community study was the description and analysis of patterned relationships among residents of a single place and the personal and social values that those relationships expressed and supported. In the phrase of Robert Park, the goal of community studies was to understand each community as a moral order or set of shared ideas and attitudes. 17 In the context of the interwar years, the hope was to explore the ways in which cities managed to function as economic and social units despite their fragmentation by neighborhood, class, ethnicity, and race. In putting their stamp on the master narrative of urban history, Wade and Briggs reaffirmed the primacy of questions about the sphere of public action. 23 In turn, many scholars who began to publish after 1965 developed the same research agenda in greater detail. 24 Comparative work proliferated on city growth, city politics, and public services.
These researchers have differed widely in their intellectual antecedents and historiographic concerns, but they have shared the assumption that we learn most quickly about cities by tracing the same issue of community formation or community action in multiple cases.
In the 1980s and 1990s, more and more historians have added their own conceptual sophistication to the examination of cities as common or shared communities whose fate and character both residents and outsiders try to promote, influence, represent, and describe.
Unlike Charles Cist or J. T. Scharf, they do not posit or assume naturally unitary communities. They realize that unity, common identity, and purpose are fragilely constructed out of conflicting groups, goals, and ideas. Cities as entities are continually challenged from "below" by internal divisions and from "above" by the national state and by national and global networks and institutions.
Grouped closely around what I'm defining as the "main stem" of urban history are several currently vital research clusters. One is the continued fascination with cities as engines of economic change and agents of modernization (that package of other "ations"
including commodification, rationalization, specialization, and nationalization). This interest can include stories of city-regional growth and stories of relative or absolute economic decline.
A second cluster of historians analyze cities as "political" entities that residents define, control, and direct through electoral politics, government, extra-governmental institutions and leadership, and the articulation of community identity. Other historians continue to do explicit comparative analyses of regional sets of cities in South, West, and
Even the time-tested urban biography remains a viable format, especially for smaller or newer cities in the South and West and for suburban communities. 25 Urban biographies feed the hunger of local citizens to understand their civic communities. As sociologist Anthony Orum recently noted, they also provide a clear context for testing ideas of structure and agency in urban change. 26 Modern city encyclopedias, as published for Cleveland, Indianapolis, and New York and in process elsewhere are a related expression of the same impulse to structure our exploration of social diversity within the framework of civic communities. functional economic units. 30 In recent political science, we can cite the renewed debate between on the purpose and control of municipal and metropolitan government.
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In everyday life we think and act as if cities (or metropolitan communities) are entities with distinct character and distinct modes of action. Cities are black dots or yellow splotches on the map. They are names in the NFL and NBA standings, whose successful teams elicit community pride. 32 We rate and rank cities and talk about their personalities.
We recognize metropolitan areas as labor sheds, retail markets, and focused communication systems and make investment and business decisions accordingly. We establish city-wide and metro-wide institutions of formal governance and service delivery. We persist in using the metaphor of vitality, talking about cities as living things that grow, flourish, decline.
In so doing, popular discourse holds on to a core truth. As historians of cities, we deal with the constant interaction of people and place. If good citizens are the riches of a city, as Oregonian C. E. S. Wood wrote a century ago, so too is a good city the treasure of its citizens. To the extent that historical understanding helps us shape better communities, the pursuit of urban history has been and continues to be a basic element in the practice of citizenship.
defense of group identity, with obvious attention to the social power of ethnicity, race, class, and gender.
This cluster has strong and obvious connections to sociology and to the history of immigration, labor, and ethnic groups. 
